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Prof. U. de Brentani; Mr. A. Gupta; Mr. D. Srinivasan. 
Call to order 
The meeting was called to order by Dr Bertrand at 2:10 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY MR. LEIBU, 
THAT THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Dr. Bertrand advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 


of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. FLYNN, SECONDED BY PROF. SNYDER, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF SENATE MEETING OF 10 MARCH 1995 BE 
APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the chair 


Dr. Bertrand advised that there had been a brief ceremony at the beginning 
of the last Board of Governors meeting honouring members of the 
University community who had received the League of Human Rights B'nai 
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Brith Publication Award, which ceremony had been well received by both 
the Board members and the honourees; and he suggested that it might be 
appropriate for Senate as the highest academic body in the University to 
honour exceptional scholars with an achievement award which could be 
presented in a brief ceremony at the Senate meeting of 26 May 1995. He 
also suggested that such an award in the first instance might be given to 
Prof. Donald Ginter in recognition of his scholarly contribution vis-a-vis the 
completion of his life's work and the publication of the "Voting Records of 
the British House of Commons 1761-1820". 


Support was voiced for the above suggestion, along with several other 
possibilities with respect to Senate recognition of scholarly achievement 
which might be given subsequent consideration by the Steering Committee, 
including honouring members of the community who receive external 
awards, and establishing an award which would honour and symbolize the 
value that the University community places on the life of the mind vis-a-vis 
those who have made a significant contribution by way of ideas, etc. 


Items for Information 


A round of applause followed an announcement and an extension of 
congratulations on behalf of Senate by Ms. Marika Giles to Mr. Jonathan 
Carruthers who had won the recent CSU elections and would be replacing 
her as CSU President as of 1 June 1995. 


With respect to the "Guidelines for In-class Examinations and Assignment 
Deferrals" (Document US-95-5-D2), which, he advised, was being tabled 
for information, Dr. Hochstein explained that while specific regulations 
existed concerning final examination deferrals, etc., it was the feeling of the 
Academic Programmes Committee that the "Guidelines" vis-a-vis in-class 
examinations and assignment deferrals which had been culled from various 
sources within the University were important enough to be put together and 
circulated to all University faculty members via the Academic Deans. 


During the brief discussion which ensued, the feeling was expressed that a 
phrase to the effect that "instructors are encouraged to provide deadlines in 
their course outlines" should be included in paragraph 2, under "Religious 
Holy Days"; and that an attempt perhaps be made to include reference to the 
5 major world religions. 


In response to the above, Dr. Bertrand suggested that the first concern be 
recorded in the Minutes and also perhaps taken under consideration by the 
Associate Vice- Rector, Academic, in circulating the Guidelines to faculty 
members; and that with respect to the second issue, he advised that previous 
discussions at Senate, and experiences at other universities, had indicated 
that the safest course of action was not to declare any religious holidays at 
all, but rather encourage everyone to be sensitive to the religious beliefs of 
all students, etc., and to leave it up to individuals to deal with the matter as 
appropriate. 


95-5-9 


95-5-10 


95-5-11 


Question Period 


Issues and concerns which were raised and responded to included questions 
with respect to student applications and the issuing of letters of acceptance; 
the amount of money budgeted for litigation which had been rumoured to be 
around 1 1/2 million dollars, but which, Senate was advised, in terms of the 
Secretary-General's Office, was approximately 100 thousand dollars; the 
option of part-time faculty contracts being offered to full-time faculty 
members and the justification for such practice; and the status of the Task 
Force Report on Rights and Responsibilities. Appointments to Senate 
Committees 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KNITTER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
POOROOSHASB, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO SENATE 
COMMITTEES AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-95-5-D3, BE 
APPROVED. MOTION CARRIED. 


The 1995-1996 Proposed Provisional operating Budget 


Dr. Bertrand advised that the Steering Committee had decided at its last 
meeting that there would be a special Senate meeting at 2:00 pm., Thursday, 
11 May 1995 in the Senate Chamber to discuss the 1995-1996 Operating 
budget; and that it was his intention to update Senate today with respect to 
the current situation in preparation for that special meeting. He reported on 
the ongoing consultation process that was providing input to the budget 
document preparation; and he advised that the targeted 10 million dollars 
represented a decrease of 6.31% of the admissible portion of the operating 
Budget; that based upon the consultation feedback this would result in a 4.3 
million dollar cut in the administrative and support sectors of the University 
which represented 8.43% of the total budget in these sectors; that the four 
Faculties would be cut by 5.2 million dollars, i.e., 5.15% of their total 
budget, and that the Academic sector outside the Faculties would be cut by 
500 thousand dollars, i.e., 8.39% of their total budget; that the budget cut in 
the administrative/ support sector would be generated primarily through cost 
savings from the Organizational Review process, early retirements and 
selective cuts in the Operating Budgets of the various sectors; that the 5.2 
million dollar cut in the Faculty budgets would be based primarily on five 
performance indicators reflecting research activities relative to other Quebec 
universities, graduate study supervision, teaching assignments, revenue/ 
expenditure ratios, and funding for additional students; and that financial 
incentives were being built in whereby some of the money saved would be 
returned to the Faculties and departments. He reiterated the consultation 
process that had already taken place, and he outlined the subsequent 
consultations which would occur following the meeting of the Executive 
Committee of the Board of Governors on 11 May 1995, including the 
special Senate meeting on 11 May 1995, referral to SCAPP, and circulation 
to all academic departments in the University. Finally, he emphasized that 
no structural changes in the academic sector were anticipated with respect to 
this particular budget exercise. 
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Issues which were raised and responded to during the ensuing discussion 
included questions with respect to the performance indicators mentioned 
above, which, it was argued, should have been brought to Senate for 
discussion with respect to academic implications before they became 
legitimized and began to define what Concordia was as a university; and the 
proposed elimination of the invigilation hiring expenses in the Registrar's 
budget and the consequences of such a move, including implications for the 
Collective Agreement vis-a-vis teaching work-loads, etc. 


Dr. Bertrand reminded members that there would be a special meeting of 
Senate on 11 May 1995 to discuss in more detail the proposed budget and 
related ramifications. 


Re-designation of the Sponsorship of the Mappin Medal 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY MR. DE 
WINTER, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE CHANGE IN THE DESIGNATION OF 
THE SPONSORS OF THE MAPPIN MEDAL AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-95-5-D4, AND AS APPROVED BY THE COUNCIL 
OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Senate Reform 


Establishment of a Senate Finance Committee 


Dr. Bertrand explained that at the last Steering Committee meeting the 
feeling had been expressed that it might help Senate discussion of the 
budget and the budget processes if there was a Senate Finance Committee; 
and that given that the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and 
Priorities had been envisioned to play a somewhat different role when it was 
initially established, it might be appropriate to bring a motion to the floor of 
Senate in connection with Recommendation 3.1 (2), page 10 of the Report 
of the Task Force on Senate Reform (Document US-93-8-D21). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BYERS, SECONDED BY DR. PARKER, 
THAT SENATE ESTABLISH A FINANCE COMMITTEE. 


Responding to a question, Dr. Bertrand explained that the proposed Finance 
Committee was not intended to replace SCAPP, but rather, it would be an 
addition which would free SCAPP and enable it to deal more effectively 
with academic priority and planning issues; that the budget would be vetted 
by the Finance Committee; and that hopefully the operation of the two 
committees would dovetail and reflect each other. 


In initial discussion the feeling was expressed that given the situation that 
the University was in this year, and was likely to be in over the course of 
the next number of years, vis-a-vis the budget, it would not hurt at all to 
have a finance committee; that one of the problems in the University was 


tying the office of the Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, 
more closely to the academic sector and that perhaps the proposed 
committee could play a role in that regard; that as was of ten the case, Senate 
had been given budget documents which were very difficult to digest, but 
which was not inevitable, and that the intention of the proposal was to have 
people whose job it would be to present the budget in such a way that the 
underlying academic issues were transparent so that budget-related votes at 
Senate would have content; and that it was an attempt to make the budgetary 
process more collegial and to involve Senate more closely in the academic 
implications of the budgetary procedure. It was also explained that the 
intention was to have a committee whose role was to critique, rather than to 
generate, documents that were coming before Senate. 


In response to a question, Senate was advised that it was the feeling of 
members of the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities that 
it was now being asked to perform functions, and, probably 
inappropriately, to deal with some of the intricacies of the budget itself; that 
one of the issues involved was the question of the relationship between 
Senate and the Office of the Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and 
Finance, and that the process would be improved over time by removing 
SCAPP from activities that were closely aligned to the types of activities 
involving the office of the Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, 
and thereby free SCAPP to comment on the budget vis-a-vis academic 
implications; that there was a' need to ensure that academic priorities were 
directed into, and properly reflected by the budget; and that what was really 
needed was a broadly-based committee that could comment upon and 
critique the budget itself, and that the question of composition, membership 
and mandate was something that Senate could deal with subsequently. 
Concern was also expressed that there would probably be a disproportionate 
budget reduction in the services area versus other areas of the University, 
and that if a Finance Committee was, going to be established to act as an 
informed watchdog on budget documents before they come to Senate, we 
would be moving towards a process in which the services sector and the 
support staff had no effective input; and it was argued that some way of 
ensuring that there would be staff representation on the proposed committee 
would have to be found in order to provide such input to the budgetary 
process. 


Issues which were raised during continuing discussion included concerns 
expressed with respect to the proliferation of Senate committees; reforming 
Senate and its committees in a piecemeal fashion without proper rationale or 
discussion; involving Senate directly in the financial management of the 
University as opposed to focussing on the University's academic mission; 
the implications of establishing a finance committee vis-a-vis the elaborate 
academic planning and budgetary process which had been established by 
Senate last year, but had not as yet been completely implemented; the 
possible need to review the functioning of the existing Senate Committee on 
Academic Planning and Priorities (SCAPP) ; the lines of division or 
overlapping of functions of the proposed finance committee and SCAPP; 
and the possibility of SCAPP itself forming its own sub-6ommittee with 


whatever membership it saw fit to look at such things as performance 
indicators, etc. 


It was pointed out by Me Gaudet, Secretary-General, that Senate and its 
existing standing committees were part of the University By-Laws; and that 
the establishment of a Senate Finance Committee would constitute a change 
in the By-Laws which would require approval by the Board of Governors. 


In continuing discussion it was argued that Senate had a right to set up any 
committee to inform it -on anything that it might wish to discuss, and 
particularly ad hoc committees if necessary. It was also explained that it had 
been agreed previously that Senate would consider the question of reform in 
a certain fashion, 1.e., that specific items from the Report of the Task Force 
on Senate Reform, e.g., the Chairship of Senate, would be considered and 
discussed by Senate throughout the current academic year, and that at the 
end of the process a package of Senate recommendations would be put 
together and forwarded to the Board of Governors; and that the proposed 
establishment of a Senate Finance Committee would be part of that package. 


It was argued that given the kind of financial crisis situation that the 
University would be facing over the next number of years, it was important, 
and an obligation for members of Senate, to take a role in structuring what 
Concordia might be in 5-years time, i.e., to ensure that the debate was 
going to be structured in a manner whereby members of Senate could 
contribute to the decision as to what was going to become of the University; 
that it was not correct to argue that academic or financial matters should be 
considered as being separate, that if Senate was to give up its ability to 
comment on financial matters it would be giving up its academic vote, it 
would be losing control, and it would be doing something that members 
could not afford to do; that in any good university the Senate was the 
primary body, i.e., academic debates did not occur at Board of Governors 
meetings, and that if they did, the Board would be involving itself in the 
wrong kind of matters; that if the best people in the University were vying 
for positions on the Board of Governors in order to influence the academic 
debate, the University was not functioning properly; that the Board of 
Governors did not exist for the purpose of determining the academic 
structure and course of the University; that Senate had to take back its 
primary academic responsibility and that establishing a finance committee 
was one small move in that direction; that if Senate decided to establish a 
finance committee it would be saying that it wished to be involved in 
Concordia's financial future and the decisions that were going to be made 
one way or the other; but that if it should decide otherwise, it would be 
saying rather that it was a rubber-stamp organization with only a marginal 
role in University affairs. 


It was also argued, however, that the piecemeal approach to Senate reform 
was not working and the matter should be handled in another manner; that 
there was no need to establish a Senate Finance Committee at the present 
time; and that more opportunities should be explored vis-a-vis ways in 
which better communication with respect to the budgetary process could be 
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ensured via other means, especially between Senate and the Board of 
Governors. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (16.in favour; 8 
opposed; 2 abstentions). 


Notice of Motion concerning the Establishment of a Committee on 
Innovative Development. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCDONOUGH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
PALLEN, THAT AN AD HOC COMMITTEE ON INNOVATIVE 
DEVELOPMENT BE ESTABLISHED BY THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE, CONSISTING OF THE NEW RECTOR, THE NEW 
VICE-RECTOR, ACADEMIC, AND SIX MEMBERS TO BE 
APPOINTED BY THE STEERING COMMITTEE, TO CONSIDER THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF ACROSS-THEBOARD POSSIBILITIES AND 
SUGGESTIONS CONCERNING PROPOSALS RELATED TO 
BUDGETARY COMPRESSION AND THE GENERATION OF NEW 
REVENUE. 


Prof. McDonough explained that the-intention was that the proposed 
committee would fill the need to have a body which would operate like a 
"think tank" in which creative imagination would be used and the possibility 
of brainstorming new ideas could occur; and also to underline the fact that 
such innovative ideas should be coming from Senate as opposed to Senate 
remaining a body which would simply continue to rubber-stamp everything 
coming from below. 


In the ensuing discussion questions were raised and responded to with 
respect to where the proposed committee would fit in terms of the overall 
committee structure of Senate, its relationship to the Senate Committee on 
Academic Planning and Priorities and the proposed Senate Finance 
Committee; and its relationship to the budgetary process and the allocation 
of new development funds. Suggestions were also made that one of the 
proposed committee's major activities should be the consideration of Capital 
Campaign related issues; and that the members of the committee should be 
appointed by Senate rather than by the Steering Committee. 


With respect to the latter suggestion, it was agreed by the mover and 
seconder of the motion that the phrase - "appointed by the Steering 
Committee" be changed to - "appointed by Senate". 


Concern was expressed over the idea of establishing yet another Senate 
committee; and the feeling was expressed that what the proposed committee 
was being mandated to do, i.e., brainstorming new and innovative ideas, 
was something that should be included as a permanent item on the agenda of 
one of the existing Senate committees such as the Steering Committee or 
SCAPP. In addition it was argued that the function of the proposed 
committee was something that should be pursued at many levels in the 
University, and particularly at the departmental level; that departmental 
members were more likely to have a stronger sense as to where 


developments representing new opportunities for students and faculty might 
occur; that while occasions might arise where some members of Senate may 
be called together to consider and project new possibilities for the 
University, such an exercise was not necessarily a function to occur in a 
committee as was being proposed, 1.e., not only was that function 
something that was done by the academic departments, it was also a 
responsibility of every Chair, Dean, Vice-Rector and the Rector; that what 
was really needed was to have a permanent item on University agendas, 
including that of Senate, where the feasibility of new ideas could be worked 
out and sponsorships received for carrying suggestions forward; and that 
what had been lacking up to this point in time in the budget-cutting process 
was a way in which to tie longer-term developments in to budget 
supplements, e.g., the financing of new programmes designed to generate 
revenues for the University in 4 or 5-years time. It was also argued 
however,', that there was nothing inherently bad about having a lot of 
committees in the University which were effective and involved a wide 
range of individuals; that the University was entering a tunnel vision period 
in regards to budgeting which was very difficult to avoid, and that there was 
a need to be constantly reminded of and stimulated away from that situation; 
and that it was important that there be a group of people in the University 
looking at long-term trends, possibilities and visions vis-a-vis the academic 
world, and long and short-term possibilities that would feed into the 
decision-making process. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TOMBERLIN, 
SECONDED-BY MR. PLAMONDON, THAT THE PHRASE - "AND 
THAT THE MANDATE OF THE COMMITTEE BE REVIEWED BY 
SENATE BY 31 MAY 1996" BE ADDED TO THE MOTION. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED. 


In continuing discussion, it was argued. that the generation of new ideas 
could come just as readily from Senate its committees, Faculty and School 
Councils, departments, etc., and that the evaluation of such ideas could be 
done by the Finance Committee that Senate had just voted to establish; that 
there was no real need to establish a new committee to undertake the 
mandate being proposed; that at a ttme when Concordia was facing a serious 
financial crisis and hard decisions were going to have to be taken, what was 
perhaps needed was to restructure, reform and retarget the existing Senate 
committees such as SCAPP rather than to establish yet another committee 
and thereby perpetuating the status quo and bogging down the system with 
more bureaucracy. The feeling was also expressed that given that the 
intention was that the proposed committee would be coming up with ideas 
for future planning purposes and which would require input and support 
from the new incoming Rector, the motion should be tabled until the first 
meeting in the Fall at which the new Rector would be present. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SCHEINBERG, SECONDED BY MR. 
LEIBU, THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED TO SEPTEMBER 1995. 
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THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (20 
in favour; 7 opposed, 2 abstentions). 


CHAIRSHIP OF SENATE 


During initial discussion it was argued that if there was ever a time in the 
history of Senate when a decision with respect to its chairship could be 
taken, now was the time, i.e., there were no personalities involved; and that 
given that there were no personalities involved, members could really begin 
to seriously look at the issue as to how they wanted Senate to function. The 
feeling was also expressed that the issues that had been raised at the 
beginning of the year during the previous discussion on the question of the 
chairship of Senate needed to be resolved. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DR. 
PARKER, THAT SENATE BE CHAIRED BY AN INDEPENDENT 
SPEAKER TO BE ELECTED BY SENATE. 


Dr. Bertrand advised that the motion, if approved, would have to be 
forwarded to the Board of Governors for its approval; and that it was his 
interpretation, given the wording of the motion, that the "speaker" would 
not have to be a member of Senate, although presumably it would be 
someone from within the University community. 


With respect to the motion, Prof. Chaikelson explained that, typically, the 
role of a "speaker" was simply to move the debate along; to maintain a 
"speakers' list"; to know the rules of Senate; to know the University rules 
that affect Senate; to provide parliamentary order; and to not enter into the 
debate in anyway, i.e., to be totally neutral in the debate. She also explained 
that in a situation where the meetings were chaired by an elected "speaker" 
the termination of meetings would be under the control of Senate; that in 
terms of the dynamics of the meetings, the focus would not be to the 
"speaker", but rather to everyone within Senate; and that it would leave the 
Rector, or the Vice-Rector, Academic, free to enter into the debate and not 
have to worry about who was next on the "speakers' list". 


In the ensuing discussion it was argued that the Rector should continue to 
chair Senate in order to ensure that he or she was present, awake and aware 
of questions that were raised; and that if there was to be an elected "speaker' 
it should be a member of Senate, and the Rector should be eligible for 
nomination and election to the position. 


' 


Dr. Bertrand expressed the feeling that there would be nothing wrong with 
Senate deciding to elect someone who was not a member of Senate as 
"speaker". 


It was also stated that the normal practice was that the "speaker" was elected 
from the Senate membership, and the feeling was expressed that this would 
mean that the Rector would be eligible for election, which in turn could lead 
to a situation wherein the Rector was nominated for the position but loses 
the election; and it was suggested that to avoid such a situation, if Senate 
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decided to have an elected "speaker", members of the administration who 
were on Senate should not be eligible for election as "speaker". 


In response to a question as to whether there would be any budgetary 
implications in having an elected "speaker", ie., whether the position was 
completely voluntary, Prof. Chaikelson advised that the intention of her 
motion was that this would not be a paid position. 


Other issues that arose included questions as to the implications of an 
elected Senate "speaker" with respect to practices at the Faculty and School 
Councils; whether this was something that was done at other universities, 
and, if so, whether it was effective; the usefulness of having the Rector as 
Chair in terms of the University reporting structures vis-a-vis the Board of 
Governors; the possibility of polarizing Senate debates in the situation 
where meetings were presided over by an elected "speaker"; and allowing 
student Senators who had experience at chairing meetings, who knew 
parliamentary procedures and who were demonstrably neutral, to be eligible 
for election as "speaker". It was also suggested that if Senate voted to elect 
as "speaker" someone other than the Rector, or other member of the Board 
of Governors, it should request that the "speaker" be made an exofficio 
member of the Board in order to speak to, explain and convey the feelings 
of Senate on recommendations, motions and issues forwarded to the Board. 


In response to a question as to the role of "speaker" with respect to the 
Steering committee, and setting the Senate Agenda, etc., Prof. Chaikelson 
explained that there would be no change at all in the Steering Committee; 
that the "speaker" did not have to know the Senate Agenda other than to 
have it in front of her or him at the time of the meeting in the same way as 
all members of Senate, i.e., the "speaker" did not have to have any input at 
all into the vetting of the Senate Agenda. She also advised that the Rector's 
attendance at Senate meetings could be assured by putting "Report from the 
Rector" on the Senate Agenda as a permanent item, followed by "Question 
Period"; and that if Senate decided to have an elected "speaker", the Steering 
Committee would have to see what else might need adjustment, and if so, 
come back to Senate vis-a-vis the ramifications of the details. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (18 in favour; 7 
opposed; 5 abstentions). 


Reinforcing the Primacy of Senate in Academic matters 


It was suggested and agreed that this item be put over for discussion at the 
Senate meeting of 26 May 1995, or later. 


Policy Statement on Educational Equity 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. PARKER, SECONDED BY DEAN 
VALASKAKIS, THAT THE POLICY STATEMENT ON 
EDUCATIONAL EQUITY CONTAINED ON PAGE 1, DOCUMENT 
US-93-6-D7, BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE 


ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT 
US-95-5-D7. 


Responding to a question concerning the Faculty and School Council 
submissions, Prof. Hochstein explained that the proposed Policy Statement 
had been approved by all Faculty Councils, and that while the Council of 
the School of the School of Graduate Studies had not adopted a specific 
motion, it had discussed the matter as contained in item 1.7 of the Minutes 
of the Council meeting of 27 September 1993 which had been submitted 
and was included in Document US-95-5-D7. 


In initial discussion it was argued that despite the best of intentions, the 
proposed Policy Statement, which it was stated, represented the vanguard 
of Concordia's political correctness, would do more harm than good vis-a- 
vis the objectives that were shared by the vast majority of the University 
community; that Concordia was several years behind significant 
developments in the United States where this type of policy had been 
implemented years ago, and universities were now scrambling to withdraw 
them; that in an attempt to say the right things and be all things to all people, 
by adopting the proposed statement we would by setting up potential 
institutional impediments to anything related to equity; that in our desire to 
become a "feel-good" and "therapeutic" university, we were on the verge of 
opening up a "Pandora's box" and making Concordia a miserable 
university; and that Senate should reject the proposed Policy Statement. 


In response to a question, Dr. Bertrand explained that there was nothing in 
the proposed statement that would contravene the federal and Quebec 
charters of human rights as noted on the last page of Document 
US-95-5-D7; and he emphasized that no legislation was being proposed, 
but rather the adoption of a policy statement that simply reaffirmed that the 
University supported the principles contained on the page 1, Document 
US-93-6-D7. 


The continuing discussion centred on the question of the definition of 
"educational equity" and its f our components as contained in paragraph 3, 
page 1, Document US-9 I 3-6-D7. And concerns were expressed with 
respect to the "curriculum" aspect of educational equity; the possibility of 
the adoption of paragraph 3 leading to a further debate on the question of 
implementation; discussing what were described as generalities, and what 
might be read into them, as opposed to considering particular issues related 
to individual rights or extensions of rights; and the absense of an indication 
of the extent to which attempts were being made to foster an environment 
that welcomed faculty members from diverse groups, particularly women, 
and whether they were equally welcomed in all fields. It was also argued 
that there was an apparent lack of a need to address serious inequities vis-a- 
vis paragraph 3, i.e., the document was not sufficiently pragmatic in that 
there was no action orientation; and that a simple articulation of support for 
equity across-the-board would be sufficient. At the same time, support was 
voiced for the adoption of the proposed statement, which, it was argued, 
would be making a general statement of principle that the University 
community believed in, and which was not a trivial matter; and that the 


document did not include any reference to implementation plans, i.e., the 
issue of adopting a statement had been separated from the contentious 
question of implementation. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY PROF. SHULMAN, THAT PARAGRAPH 3, PAGE 1, 
-DOCUMENT US-936-D7, BE DELETED. 


The Chair ruled that the proposed amendment was "out of order" on the 
grounds that to delete paragraph 3 would violate the whole document. 


THE RULING OF THE CHAIR WAS CHALLENGED. 


THE RULING WAS VOTED ON AND WAS SUSTAINED, (13 in favour; 
7 opposed; 6 abstentions). 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. DE WINTER, SECONDED 
BY PROF. BYERS, THAT THE PHRASE -"AND RELATE TO THEIR 
STUDENTS IN LIGHT OF DIFFERENCES, SUCH AS GENDER AND 
RACE, SO AS TO MAXIMIZE LEARNING FOR ALL STUDENTS" - BE 
DELETED FROM THE FOURTH SENTENCE, PARAGRAPH 3, PAGE 
1, DOCUMENT US-93-6-D7. 


It was explained that the phrase, as worded, was racist, i.e., it would 
promote racism in the classroom. 


It was suggested, and agreed by the mover and seconder, THAT THE 
AMENDMENT BE WITHDRAWN so that an alternative amendment could 
be made. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY MR. PLAMONDON, THAT THE FOURTH 
SENTENCE, PARAGRAPH 3, PAGE 1, DOCUMENT US-93-6-D7, BE 
CHANGED TO READ - "THE THIRD DIMENSION OF EDUCATIONAL 
EQUITY IS TEACHING, THAT IS, PROFESSORS MUST CONDUCT 
THEIR CLASSES AND PROVIDE AN APPROPRIATE LEARNING 
ENVIRONMENT SO AS TO MAXIMIZE LEARNING FOR ALL 
STUDENTS." 


During discussion, the feeling was expressed that the objective was to 
formulate a statement that stressed that professors should respect and regard 
all students as equals, and that the original wording put the emphasis in the 
wrong place. However, it was also argued that the proposed wording did 
not actually deal with "equity", and that two important points were being 
eliminated, 1.e., "differences" and "equity". It was also suggested that if the 
difficulty with the original wording was the phrase "in light of differences”, 
it could simply be changed to - "regardless of differences" and be 
incorporated into the proposed amendment. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (10 in 
favour; 6 opposed; 3 abstentions). 


95-5-18 


95-5-19 


It was suggested that the word "class" be included in the second sentence, 
paragraph 2, page 1, Document US-936-D7. However, it was pointed out 
that the proper term was "social condition". 


It was agreed that the second sentence, paragraph 2, page 1, Document 
US-93-6-D7 be changed to read - "It means recognizing and welcoming in 
all aspects of university life, diversity with respect to gender, race, social 
condition, ethnicity, culture, sexual orientation, and different physical 
abilities". 


It was suggested that given the lateness of the hour, the danger of a loss of a 
quorum, and the fact that Senate members were not yet ready to vote on the 
motion, the proposed Policy Statement on Educational Equity should be 
tabled to the next regular Senate meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ANVARI, SECONDED BY MS. GILES, 
THAT THE PROPOSED POLICY STATEMENT ON EDUCATIONAL 
EQUITY BE TABLED TO THE SENATE MEETING OF 26 MAY 1995. 
THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS CARRIED. 

It was suggested that members of Senate who might have possible 
amendments to Document US-93-6-D7, should submit them to the Steering 
Committee as soon as possible. 


Proposed University-wide Standards for Ph.D. Programmes 


It was suggested by Dr. Bertrand, and agreed, that the Proposed 
University-wide Standards for Ph.D. Programmes, (Document 
US-95-5-D8) be tabled to the Senate meeting of 26 May 1995. Dean Kusy 
requested that the Steering Committee give consideration to putting the item 
at the beginning of the Senate Agenda. 


Next Meetings 


Dr. Bertrand advised that there would be a joint meeting of Senate and the 
Board of Governors at 8:30 am., Tuesday, 9 May 1995, in H-110, SGW 
Campus concerning the presentation of candidates for the position of Vice- 
Rector, Academic; that there would be a special Senate meeting at 2:00 pm., 
Thursday, 11 May 1995 in the Senate Chamber to discuss the 1995-96 
Operating Budget; and that there would be the regular Senate meeting at 
2:00 pm., Friday, 26 May 1995, in the Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 


95-5-20 The meeting was adjourned at 5:29 pm., on a motion by Dean Taddeo, 
seconded by Ms. Giles. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


